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(9:30 a.m.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Good morning. This
hearing of the Postal Regulatory Commission on
Wednesday, May 9, 2012, will come to order.

In today’'s hearing, the Commission will
continue to receive Postal Service evidence in support
of its plan for mail processing network
rationalization and associated service changes. The
evidence entered today is intended to update Postal
Service evidence that was entered during the hearings
held on March 20 through March 23. The Commission
will evaluate this evidence when considering the
Postal Serxvice’s request for an advisory opinion in
Docket No. N2012-1.

For the record, I am Ruth Goldway, Chairman
of the Postal Regulatory Commission, and joining me
here on the dais this morning are Vice Chairman
Langley, Commissioner Acton, Commissioner Taub and our
newest commissioner, Commissioner Hammond, who is here
in the very same chair that he was sitting in for six
years before?

COMMISSIONER HAMMOND: Nine years.

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Nine years. Nine years
before. I want to take the opportunity to welcome

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Commissioner Hammond back to the Commission after a
brief hiatus. We’re pleased to have a full cowmplement
of commissioners here to review the issues of this
case and to be available to make a final opinion.

I wanted to just comment that I appreciate
the Postal Service’s willingness to provide this
additional information so that we have as complete a
record as possible to make a decision. I appreciate
the flexibility and the accommodations that have been
made by the participants in sticking to an abbreviated
schedule to review this information.

The Commissioners feel that it is important
to proceed with this review in as timely a fashion as
possible and to make the decision in a way that is
most useful to the Postal Service, to the Congress and
to the participants, and that means moving without
delay, but with assuring as much due process and
consideration as is feasible.

With that compliment to all of the parties
involved in working with us to strike the right
balance, I would like to offer my colleagues an
opportunity to say a few words. We’ll begin with Vice
Chairman Langley.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: Thank you, Madam
Chairman. I welcome everybody, and I look forward to

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2538

today’s hearing. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Commissioner Taub?
Commissioner Acton? Commissioner Hammond, would you
like to say something?

COMMISSTICONER HAMMOND: Thank you, Madam
Chairman. I just want to say I am glad to be back.
am working very diligently to get up to speed on this
particular case, and I look forward to today’s
hearing. Thank you.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you. Now we’ll
addresgs a few procedural matters. There has been no
indication that a closed hearing will be necessary
today. It is the responsibility of counsel to alert
me if this circumstance changes. If it becomes
necessary, a closed session will be convened at the
end of the hearing day to consider material under
seal.

And I would like to remind those in the
audience today that this hearing is being web
broadcast. In an effort to reduce potential
confusion, I ask that counsel wait to be recognized
before speaking and to please identify yourself when
you comment. After you are recognized, please speak
clearly so that our microphones may pick up your
remarks.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Commissioner Hammond told me that while he
was on leave he regularly listened to the web
broadcasts, and it makes a big difference if you speak
directly into the microphone. So please, whenever you
can be aware of that concern and speak directly into
the microphone.

At this time I would like to designate
recently filed Postal Service responses to POIRs into
the record. The POIR responses are identified as the
Response of the United States Postal Service Witness
Martin to Question 3 of the Presgiding Officer’s
Information Request No. 7, Including the Asgsociated
Electronic File; and Response of the United States
Postal Service Witness Neri to Presiding Officer
Information Request No. 7.

There is an outstanding POIR that was
awaiting response. It’s POIR No. 7, Question 6. It’'s
been pending for over two weeks. Before I move to add
the two responses, does counsel for the Postal Service
have any information for me on the outstanding POIR
response?

MR. TIDWELL: Yes. Good morning, Madam
Chairman. Michael Tidwell for the Postal Service. I
can report that Witness Martin and her staff are
working diligently on the response to Question 6, and

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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all indications are that we should be able to have
that response in this Friday.

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: All right. We’ll hold a
decision on that until Friday, and in the meantime has
the Postal Service counsel had an opportunity to
review these two responses provided to them before the
hearing and, if so, are there any corrections or
additions that need to be made?

MR. TIDWELL: Yes, Madam Chailrman, the
responses have been reviewed, and no corrections are
necessary.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Are there any objections
to this material being entered into the record?

(No response.)

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Hearing none, I will
provide two copies of the designated material to the:
reporter. That material is received into evidence, |
and it is to be transcribed into the record.

(The documents referred to
were marked for
identification as Response to
Question 3 of POIR No. 7 and
Response to POIR No. 7 and
were received in evidence.)

/7
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MARTIN TO
QUESTION 3 OF PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 7

3. Please provide a crosswalk of Highway Contract Route Id (HCRID), Route
Number, and Budget Account Number (Finance Number) for all of the
Postal Service’s transportation routes, covering all possible combinations
in the following table format.

HCRID Budget Account Route Number
Number

RESPONSE:

The fite labeled “Attach.Resp.POIR7.Q3.xlIs” contains the HCR ID numbers for all
routes anq the corresponding budget account numbers for each HCR ID. A
“route number’ is synonymous with an HCR ID number. Included in this
spreadsheet is the transportation category that corresponds to the Budget
Account No. for each HCR ID. Because my testimony in this docket is based on
data current as of October 2011, the data provided in this spreadsheet are aiso

current as of October 2011.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS NERI
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 7

1. In response to POIR No. 5, question 11, witness Neri confirmed that, during a
shift, employees may work in operations other than the 5 areas included in
his analysis. POIR No. 5, question 11 also requests disaggregated workhours
for all operations (including those operations excluded from witness Neri's
analysis) at facilities identified in library reference USPS-LR-N2012-1/50
during the sampled time period. Witness Neri responded that these data are
not available.

a. Please explain how long the Postal Service retains workhour data
disaggregated by facility, by hour, and by eperation.

b. Please identify a time period of at least 14 days for which disaggregated
workhour data are available.

c¢. Please provide these data for the time period identified in response to (b) of
this question.

d. Please provide the analysis performed in library references USPS-LR-
N2012-1/49 and USPS-LR-N2012-1/50, using the time period identified in
response to {b) and the data provided in response to (c) of this question.

RESPONSE:

a. The Postal Service does not maintain data disaggregated by facility,
operation, and hour. The analysis cited in this interrogatory part is derived from
raw transactional data that is :waiiable for the most recent 7 weeks.

b. The identified period is March 1, 2012 through March 31, 2012.

c. Please see USPS Library Reference USPS-LR-N2012-1/NP25.

d. Please see USPS Library References USPS-LR-N2012-1/89 and 90. Note

that the data reflected in these library references are based on machine hourly

data, not employee work hours.
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CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Do any participants have
any recently filed responses to discovery that they
would like to designate for the record today? As a
reminder, for materials to be designated two copies of
the material must be available to hand to the reporter
when moving the designated material.

MS., KELLER: Madam Chair, Kathleen Keller
for the National Postal Mail Handlers Union. I have
about five, two of which are from Witness Bratta and
three of which are institutional responses to the
Postal Service.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Has the Postal Service
counsel had an opportunity to review these responses
and, if so, are there any corrections that need to be
made?

MR. MECONE: I don’t think the Postal
Service counsel has had an opportunity to review the
responses.

MS. KELLER: I'm sorry, Madam Chair. I
haven’t provided them. I’'m happy to do so now.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Why don’t you give the
responses to the Postal Service, let them review them,
and we’ll take this matter up again after we finish
with Witness Bratta.

MS. KELLER: Thank vou.

Heritage Reporting Coxrporation
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CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Remind me if I forget.
Anyone elge?

(No response.)

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. The Postal Service
supplemental testimony will be entered into the record
today, and opportunity for oral cross-examination is
being provided directed towards that testimony. Oral
cross-examination of today’s witnesses will also be
allowed concerning their recently filed responses to
discovery.

Today we will hear from five Postal Service
witnesses. They are Witnesses Bratta, Martin, Smith,
Bradley and Neri. I remind the witnesses that they
previously have been sworn in in this proceeding, and
they remain under ocath today.

We’ll proceed with the supplemental
testimony of Witness Bratta. Mr. Mecone, will you
identify your witness?

MR. MECONE: James Mecone for the United
States Postal Service. The Postal Service calls

Dominic L. Bratta.

//
//
/7
//
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Whereupon,
DOMINIC L. BRATTA
having been previously duly sworn, was
recalled as a witnegs herein and was examined and
testified further as follows:
CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Counsel, you may proceed
with offering this witness’ supplemental testimony.
{The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. USPS-ST-1.)
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MECONE:

Q Please state your name and position for the
record.

A My name is Dominic L. Bratta, B-R-A-T-T-A.
My position is Manager of Maintenance, Planning and
Support for Headquarters, United States Postal
Sexrvice.

Q Earlier I handed you two copies of a
document entitled Supplemental Testimony of Dominic L.
Bratta on Behalf of the United States Postal Service
marked as USPS-ST-1. Did you have a chance to examine
the two copies?

B Yes, I d4did.

Q Was this testimony prepared by you or under

Heritage Reporting Coxrporation
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your supervision?

A Yes, it was.

Q Do you have any changes or correctionsg to
make to that testimony?

A Only the three that were reflected and
changed made vesterday.

Q If you were to testify orally today, would
the content of your testimony be the same?

A Yes, it would.

MR. MECONE: The Postal Service requests
that the supplemental testimony of Dominic L. Bratta
on behalf of the United States Postal Service marked
as USPS-ST-1 be received as evidence at this time.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Is there any objection?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Hearing none, I'1ll direct
counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the
corrected supplemental testimony of Dominic Bratta.
That testimony is received into evidence. However,
consistent with Commission practice, it will not be
transcribed.

{The document referred to,
previously identified as
Exhibit No. USPS-ST-1, was
received in evidence.)

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. MECONE: The Postal Service has --

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Counsel, can you identify
any library references?

MR. MECONE: I'm sorry. The Postal Service
has three library references associated with this
testimony, USPS/LR-N2012-1/80, 81 and 85.

BY MR. MECONE:

0 Are you familiar with USPS Library
References 80, 81 and 85?

A Yes, I am.

Q Were these library references prepared by
you or under your direct supervision?

A Yes, they were,

Q Do you sponsor these library references?

A Yes, I do. '

"MR. MECONE: The Postal Service requests
that Library References USPS/LR-N2012-1/80, 81 and 85
be received as evidence at this time.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Any objections?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Hearing none, the
evidence is accepted.

/7
//
!/
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(The documents referred to
were marked for
identification as Library
Reference Nos.
USPS/LR-N2012-1/80, 81 and
85, and were received in
evidence. )

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: This brings us to the
oral cross-examination of Witness Bratta. None of the
participants have yet requested oral examination. Is
there any participant here today who wishes to cross-
examine Witness Bratta?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: If not, I believe that
there are questions from the bench, énd I wonder if
cne of my colleagues would like to offer the question
that was --

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Thank you. Thanks,
Madam Chairman.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you, Commissioner
Acton.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Good morning, Witness
Bratta.

THE WITNESS: Good morning.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Welcome back.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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THE WITNESS: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: This is a technical
question. You originally estimated that there could
be a 40 percent reduction in the costs associated with
spare parts for mail processing equipment. In your
testimony you decreased that to 25 percent. Can you
explain how you arrived at the new figure?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. That is based on
the fact that the original testimony wasg submitted on
December 5, and it was pre February 23.

When we went back and reviewed the
modifications that were submitted on February 23,
there was additional equipment and additional sites
that would remain in the network so we reduced our
estimate of savings from 40 percent to 25 percent.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Is there a formula that
you used in conjunction with your revised mail
processing equipment set that you describe in Library
Reference No. 837

THE WITNESS: I‘m sorry. Could you repeat
the question?

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Yes. Sure. In Library
Reference 83, you have a revised mail processing
equipment set that you describe. Is there a
particular formula that you used in conjunction with

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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developing that?

THE WITNESS: That formula was provided to
me by the Manager of Networks. The equipment set was
provided to me.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Can you summarize the
formula that you used?

THE WITNESS: I did not develop that
equipment set. The equipment set was provided to me
by the Manager of Networks in Network Operations, and
we used a formula that we’'ve previously used that’s
outlined in the maintenance management orders for
developing the maintenance criteria to support that
equipment.

COMMISSIONER ACTON: Thank you for your
testimony, Witﬁess Bratta.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Is there any other
questioning for Witness Bratta?

{No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Any follow-up on that?

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Madam Chairman?

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Commissioner Taub?

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Good morning. We did
have, as Commissioner Acton indicated, a couple
questions from ouxr staff that they just wanted to get
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on the record, so following up kind of a similar vein
on that I wanted to make sure we had a chance to ask
you that.

This is along in your original testimony you
assumed that all but 5 percent of costs associated
with maintenance employees could be gaved.

THE WITNESS: Well, I assumed that all but
5 percent in LDC 37 and LDC 38, which is the building
side labor distribution code and the custodial labor
distribution code within that plant would be saved,
and that cost was attributed to those functions that
were cutgide of the wmail processing within that
facility.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Okay. And in the
supﬁlemental testimony our understanding is you
replace your original 95 percent assumption with real
data.

THE WITNESS: Well, the original 95 percent
was based on a sample for the original testimony.
That is correct. We had additional time and we had
additional clarity on what facilities and what
functions would remain, so we did replace it with
actual data.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: And in that you
calculated the space utilized for operations other

Heritage Reporting Corxporation
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than mail processing and a revised estimate of
maintenance activities associated with cross-docking
operations?

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Could you explain how
your revised calculation improves the original
analysis and if any new data became available that
aided in the revision?

THE WITNESS: Can you explain improves? I'm
not sure what you mean.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Well, the idea that you
replace the original 95 percent assumption with this
real data as we talked about so there is the
assumption used, as you said, and now we had some real
wdrld experience, so trying to get a good sense of the
impact of this revision.

THE WITNESS: The revision was based on
additional detail data that was released on
February 23, which was not available back in December
and November when we performed the original
calculations.

When we performed the original calculations
we utilized a sample size and arrived at the 5 percent
for nonmail processing based on 252 facilities that
were going to be closed. Based on the February 23
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information there was some significant changes. For
example, Cincinnati, which was a very large facility
and planned to be studied for closure, was taken off
the closure 1list at the February 23 release and that
had some significant impact to that sample size.

Additionally, we had time to go back and
review each site independently, and I believe my
Library Reference 80 depicts that by site and it looks
at each part of the site broken down by mail
processing and nonmail processing operations. And so
we had the ability to go back and actually calculate
the amount that was not attributed to mail processing.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Okay.

THE WITNESS: We used the same formulas from
the first set to the second set to attribute the cost
for nonmail processing operations. .

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Okay. That’s helpful.
So in essence we really are looking at -- not to put
words in your mouth, but this is a more accurate
picture of what we’re looking at.

THE WITNESS: Well, I would say that both
were accurate. However, the later one, the
supplemental, the Library Reference 80, was more
reflective of the finer details that were released on
February 23. That information was not available prior

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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to December 5.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Okay. In the revised
calculation, getting a sense of that impact, would the
number of authorized maintenance positions be larger
or smaller if you used the original 95 percent in your
updated calculations?

THE WITNESS: I believe that the percentage
for LDBC 37 in the main office and LDC 38 in the main
office went from 95 percent down to in the high 80s,
ckay?

However, when you look at the entire
maintenance population that number was a very small
portion of the total because that 95 percent or the
high 80 percent only was focused on a very small
portion, LDC 37 and LDC 38, within the main facility.
It did not include any savings for stations and branch
operations, and the LDC 36 was based on equipment and
not on the facility so that did not come into play in
those calculations.

COCMMISSIONER TAUB: Great. Thanks for
clarifying that for the record. Thank you, Madam
Chair.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you. Any other
guestions from the bench?

(No response.)

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2555

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Any follow-up questions?

(No respomnse.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Does the Postal Service,
Mr. Mecone, wish to have any time with your witness
for review of those qﬁestions?

MR. MECONE: The Postal Service would like
about five minutesg.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: All right. We’ll take a
five minute break then. Thank you.

(Whereupon, a short recess was taken.)

MR. MECONE: James Mecone for the United
States Postal Sexvice. The Postal Service has no
redirect, but we just learned that there is an
additional library reference associated with Witness
Bratta’'s testimony that I omitted earlier, and that is
Library Reference USPS/LR-N2012-1/83.

BY MR. MECONE:

Q Witness Bratta, are you familiar with USPS
Library Reference USPS/LR-N2012-1/837?

A Can you refresh my memory, please?

Q I believe you referred to it as part of your
discussion with the Commission, the list prepared
about the equipment, the equipment list.

A Okay. Okay.

o} Would you like to see a copy?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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A Yes.
MR. LAVER: Madam Chalrman, Chris Laver for
the Public Representative. I have a copy. It
contains some highlighting, but he can probably get

the point from that. I’11l give that to Postal Service

counsel.
CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you for your
asgistance.
BY MR. MECONE:
Q Now can you state whether you’re familiar

with that library reference?

A Yeg, I can. I am.

Q Was this library reference prepared by vyou -
or under your supervision?

A Yesg, 1t was.

Q Do you sponsor this library reference?

A Yes, I do.

MR. MECONE: The Postal Service requests
that Postal Service Library Reference
USPS/LR-N2012-1/83 be entered into evidence at this
time.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Are there any objections?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Hearing none, the
evidence will be added to the record for today.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Library Reference No.
USPS/LR-N2012-1/83 and was
received in evidence.)

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: And that appears to
complete your testimony here today, Mr. Bratta.

MS. KELLER: Madam Chair? I‘m sorry to
interrupt.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Do you have additional
cross-examination? I was going to excuse Witness
Bratta and then accept your responses, or are they
related to Witness Bratta? Go ahead.

MS. KELLER: I have two --

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Identify youréelf for the
record.

MS. KELLER: Kathleen Keller for the Mail
Handlers Union. I have two interrogatory responses
from Witness Bratta. During the break I believe
Witness Bratta reviewed these. These are
APWU/USPS-T5-6 and NPMHU/USPS-T5-6. Witness Bratta,
did you review these?

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did.

MS. KELLER: And if asked here teoday, would
your responses be the same?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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THE WITNESS: Yes, it would.

MS. KELLER: Thank you. I’‘ll move to have

these admitted.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Any objectiong?
(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: If not, they are

submitted and included in the record and transcribed.

//
/7
//
//
/7
//
//
//
//
//
//
/7

{The documents referred to
were marked for
identification as Exhibit
Nos. APWU/USPS-T5-6 and
NPMHU/USPS-T5-6, and were

received in evidence.)

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL
SERVICE WITNESS BRATTA TO AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION,
AFL-CIO INTERROGATORY

APWU/USPS-T5-6 Please see your response to APWU/USPS-T4-9, redirected

to you from USPS Witness Neri.

Rekk

b) For each facility identified in subpart a) describe what happened to the
excess equipment and building in each case.

E e

RESPONSE:

b) Please see the attached file, major_equipment_moved.xis.

Name ST
Daytona Beach FL
Huntington wyv
Oxnard CA
Salinas CA
Sioux City A
Waterbury CT
West Jersey NJ
Charlottesville VA
Elmira NY
Jamestown NY
Wilkes Barre PA
Royal Oak Mi
Binghamton NY
Marysville CA
Kansas City KS
Portsmouth NH

Lima OH

Status

Houses retail, delivery, and other operations,
Occupied by Postal Service operations.

On the market.

Houses retail operations.

On the market,

Houses carriers and retail operations.

On the market,

Occupied by Postal Service operations.

Occupied by Postal Service operations.

The Postal Service is in the process of determining the
appropriate action for this facility.

Cccupied by Postal Service operations.

Occupied by Postal Service cperations.

Houses carrlers and Starnp Distribution Center.

The Postal Service is in the process of determining the
appropriate action for this facility.

Houses processing operations.

Houses delivery operations.

Sold.

2559
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRATTA TO
NATIONAL POSTAL MAIL HANDLERS UNION INTERROGATORY

NPMHU/USPS-T5~6 Referring to the results of the AMP decisions announced
by the Postal Service on February 23, 2012, and published at
http://about.usps.com/what-we-are-doing/our-futurenetwork/
assets/pdf/communications-list-022212.pdf;

a) Please identify all facilities currently under lease that, based on the decisions
announced February 23, 2012, the Postal Service will vacate. For all such
facilities, state the current end of lease date, and any penalties associated with
early termination of the lease.

b) Please identify all facilities currently owned by the Postal Service that, based
on the decisions announced February 23, 2012, the Postal Service will vacate
and intends to sell.

¢) Please explain the status and future plans for any facilities not included in your
response to (a) or {b) where the decision announced February 23, 2012, was a
“full” consolidation.

RESPONSE.:
a-c) | am informed by Facilities Program Management that the Postal Service

has made no decision concerning future plans for the facilities addressed in this

interrogatory.
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CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Did you have any other
additions to the record for other witnesses?

MS. KELLER: I have three designations that
are Postal Service institutional responses. Postal
Service counsel reviewed them auring the break. I'm
happy to submit them now or --

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Let me excuse Witness
Bratta, and then we will take those. I didn’'t realize
vou had two that were directed to Witness Bratta.

Mr. Bratta, thank you very much for your
testimony here today and for your participation
throughout the hearing process. The Commission
appreciates your direct and straightforward and easily
understandable answers, and we commend you for your
work with the Postal Service and the public for all
these years. Thank you very much.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

(Witness excused.)

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. Now, before we
have the next witness, counsel for National Letter
Carriers would like to introduce three institutional
responses?

MS. KELLER: Yes. Thank you, Madam Chair.
It’s the Mail Handlers Union. I think you misspoke.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Mail Handlers. Excuse

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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me.

MS. KELLER: I won’'t take offenge.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: I apologize.

MS. KELLER: I have NPMHU/USPS-8,
NPMHU/USPS-5 and CPI/USPS-19 for designation.

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. And the Postal
Service has reviewed those and accepts the information
in them as presented. Are there any objections?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: If not, please give two
copies to the court recorder, and they will be
transcribed into the record.

(The documents referred to
were marked for
identification as Exhibit
Nos. NPMHU/USPS-8,
NPMHU/USPS-5 and CPI/USPS-19,
and were received in

evidence. )

/7
//
//
!/
/7
/7
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
TO NATIONAL POSTAL MAIL HANDLERS UNION INTERROGATORY

NPMHU/USPS-8 Please provide as a Library Reference any facility
schematics, floor plans, or other documents used during the AMP study or
approval process that plan for how additional equipment, staff and mail volume
will be accommodated at the following gaining facilities: Albuquerque; Austin;
Baton Rouge; Boston; Brooklyn; Cleveland; Columbus; Greensboro; Kansas
City; Miami; Nashville; Oklahoma City; Orlando; Philadelphia; Pittsburgh;
Richmond; Rochester; Tallahassee; and Westchester,

RESPONSE
See USPS Library Reference N2012-1/95.
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INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO
NATIONAL POSTAL MAIL HANDLERS UNION INTERROGATORY
NPMHU/USPS-5. With respect to all facilities in which the AMP study
announced on February 23 stating that the facilities will be operated as a transfer

hub, please provide all calculations used to determine the number of work hours,
and the schedule of work hours, that will be required to operate the hub.

RESPONSE: ,

Details associated with the hub proposals in the various AMP packages has not
yet been undertaken. Such analysis is ordinarily undertaken during
implementation and accounted for during Post Implementation Reviews (PIRSs).

See Tr. Vol. 2 at 270-271, 279-280 and Tr. Vol. 5 at 2030-2032.
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
TO CITY OF POCATELLO INTERROGATORY

CPI/USPS-19: Please state what contingency plans are in place to handie the
mail being trucked from the Pocatello AMP service area to Salt Lake City on poor

weather days? ‘
A. Whatis the expected additional delay in delivery projected to be each
time the Malad Pass is closed due to snow, wind or unsafe travel

conditions?

RESPONSE

The incidence and magnitude of inclement weather or unsafe travel conditions in
the Malad Pass that may occur in the future relative to the past are matters
beyond the scope of the Postal Service’s powers of prognostication. On poor
weather days in the future, it is expected that short-term transportation and
operational mitigati‘on strategies and adjustments will be implemented on an as-.
needed and as-available basis, as is routinely the case today. Asis the case
today, it also is expected that reasonable and sometimes extraordinary efforts at
mitigation in such qircumstances will not always succeed in preserving expected

service levels.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2566
CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: And now we will proceed
with the supplemental testimony of Witness Martin.
Mr. Connolly is representing the Postal Service?
) MR. CONNOLLY: Good morning, Madam Chairman.
This is Matthew Connoclly for the Postal Sexvice.
CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Would you introduce your
witness, please?
MR. CONNOLLY: Yes. The Postal Service
calls Chexryl Martin to the witness stand.
Whereupon,
CHERYL D. MARTIN
having been previcusly duly sworn, was
recalled as a witness herein and was examined and
testified further as follows:
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. USPS-ST-2.)
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. CONNOLLY:

Q Ms. Martin, would you state your name and
position for the recoxrd?

A My name is Cheryl Martin. I‘m the Manager
of Surface Transportation Operations at Headquarters
for the U.S. Postal Service.

Q Thank you. Earlier I handed you two copies

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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of a document entitled Supplemental Testimony of
Cheryl Martin on Behalf of the United States Postal
Service. These were marked as USPS-ST-2. Did vou
have a chance to examine these copies?

A Yes.

Q Was this testimony prepared by you or under
your direction?

A Yes.

Q And do these copies contain all of the
errata that were filed on April 30, 20127

A Yes.

Q Do you have any additional changes ox
corrections to make?

A No.

0 If you:were to provide this supplemental
testimony orally today, would your testimony be the
same? |

A Yes.

o] And would your testimony include Library
References USPS/LR-N2012-1/77 and 79? Those are both
referenced on page 1 of your supplemental testimony.

A Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Madam Chairman, the Postal
Service requests that the supplemental testimony of
Cheryl Martin on behalf of the Postal Service marked

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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as USPS-S8ST-2 be received into evidence at this time.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Are there any objections?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Hearing none, I’11l ask
counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the
corrected supplemental testimony of Cheryl Martin.
That testimony and the related library references will
be received into evidence. However, consistent with
Commiggsion practice it will not be transcribed.

(The document referred to,
previously identified as
Exhibit No. USPS-8T-2, was
received in evidence.)
(The documents referred to
ware marked for
identification as Library
Reference Nos.
USPS/LR-N2012-1/77 and 79 and
were recelved in evidence.)
CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: This brings us to oral
cross-examination. Two participants have requested
oral cross-examination, the American Postal Workers
Union, AFL-CIO, Mr. Anderson, and the National Postal
Mail Handlers Union, Ms. Keller. Is there any other
participant who wishes to cross-examine Witness

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

2569

Martin?

(No response.)

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: If not, we’ll begin with
the American Postal Workers Union counsel.

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Chairman.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Would you please begin
and identify yourself?

MR. ANDERSON: Darryl Anderson for the
American Postal Workers Union. Good morning, Madam
Chairman. Good morning, Commissioners. Welcome,
Commissioner Hammond. Nice to see you again.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. ANDERSON:

Q Ms. Martin, Good morning.
A Good morning.
Q I just have three topics I want to take up.

We've covered each of them before, but I just wanted
to make sure the record is complete in light of your
supplemental testimony.

One has to do with hubs. Do you remember
there was a dialogue we had about hubs during vyour
oral cross-examination before, and I showed you a
diagram that the Postal Service used that showed where
hubs would be used after network consolidation? I
just want to reconfirm for the record now that your

Hexritage Reporting Corporation
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supplemental testimony once again does not discuss
hubs. Isn’t that correct?

A That’'s correct.

Q So that insofar as there would be costs
associated with hubs in the new network or the
consolidated network, those costs would not be
reflected in your estimates of costs or savings.
Isn’'t that correct?

A That’s correct.

0 I also want to reconfirm that your
supplemental testimony does not consider changes in
costs that might occur ag a result of the network
consolidation for transportation from post office to
plant. My understanding is those costs are not
calculated as part of your testimony. Is that right?

A The transportation between post office,
plant to post office, plant to plant. I don’t have
cost information in my testimony, no.

Q So we don’t know whether that cost might go
up or down. That’s not part of your testimony.

A Neo, cost is not.

Q All right. Thank you. I alsco want to
return -- this is the last topic I wanted to take up
today -- to the guestion.

I think you’re still claiming cost savings

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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for network consolidation that you would attribute to
changing from postal vehicle service operations to
highway contract route operations. Is that still part
of your cost saving calculations?

A Yeg, it is.

Q I wanted to come back to that topic. You’'re
familiar with the Article 32 process I believe under
the national agreement?

A Yes, I am.

Q And do you know? My understanding is that
the term that’s used by the Postal Service and I guess
by the union as well when a postal vehicle service
route being driven by postal employees is changed to a
highway contract route, that’s called a conversion.

Is that correct?

A A mode conversion, yes.
Q I'm sorry. A what conversion?
A Mode conversion. We call it a mode,

M-O-D-E, convexrsgion.

0 Mode, yves. Right. One mode is PVS and the
other mode is HCR.

A Correct. Correct.

0 And have you personally managed transitions
or mode conversions from PVS to HCR?

A I have not managed them} no. We review

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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proposals for mode conversions at the national level.

Q Okay. So in vyour official responsibilities
you have reviewed mode conversions from PVS to HCRs?

A That'’s correct.

Q So that occurs, would it be fair to say,
routinely regardless of network consolidation?

A No, not routinely.

Q Okay. BAs a matter of standard business
practice by the Postal Service that occurs regardless
of network consolidation. Is that a fair statement?

A It depends on if it’s a business proposal
that someone would like to initlate at a local level,
but it’'s not a routine type of initiative.

Q We appreciate that. Thank you very much,
But really what I'm driving at is that that option is
something that managers can take and initiate a change
from PVS to HCR regardless of network consolidation.
Isn’t that correct?

A Yes. That’'s correct.

Q And so I understand you were asked to make
cost calculations in connection with network
consolidation, but hypothetically wouldn’t it have
been possible to ignore transportation cost savings
due to changing from PVS to HCR as part of this
consolidation process?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. MECONE: Madam Chairman, I'm going to
object to this specific question because it’s outside
the scope of Witness Martin’s testimony. She did not
actually make any particular cost calculations at all.
Her testimony is specifically around rationalizing the
transportation network.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: I‘m going to allow the
representative from the APWU to proceed. I think the
issue of how we distinguish what is a savings vrelated
to network consolidation and what are savings that the
Postal Service could proceed with in other ways is
useful information.

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I
think only one or two more guestions should be
necessary on this line.

BY MR. ANDERSON:

Q I simply wanted to ask Witness Martin to
confirm for me that if the network consolidation were
in fact carried out as proposed by the Postal Service
it could be done and concluded and then subsequently
consideration could be given to whether or not to
convert, to do a mode conversion from PVS to HCR.
Isn’t that correct?

A Yes. We congidered the deactivation of the
site, 1f the site was eliminated, that there would not

Heritage Reporting Coxporation
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be a PVS operation there so that’s kind of how we

quantified what that opportunity might become.

Q I'm not sure what you mean by a site
deactivated.
A In the network ratiomalization if the site

is no longer a part of the network, 1if the site is
gone, then there would not be a PVS or mall processing
or any other type of operation so therefore we
congidered that site as not having to really do an
analysis of what could be potentially there from a
hypothetical standpoint.

We just decided that it would have been fair
game for us to assume that the site that would no
longer be there is a candidate for elimination and
therefore we counted it as a reduction in the number
of PVS sites.

Q I think I'm just having a terminology
problem. I don’t want to guess, but I’'l1l try once at
least to see if I understand what you’re saying.

When you say a site would no longer be
there, you’re not saying that there wouldn’t be
transportation. You’'re saying that some change is
necessary. Is that what you’re saying? There’s a PVS
site that is going to be impacted by the network
consolidation.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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A Right.
Q And because that PVS site is going to have
to be changed around, in my lay terminology, you chose

to hypothetically convert it from PVS to HCR. Is that
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A

Q

Yes.

Okay. Wouldn’t it have been equally

possible to assume hypothetically in the network

consolidation that the PVS drivers,

the postal

employees, kept driving that route, even though it’'s

changed arcund?

A

Q

Yes, it would be.

Wouldn’t that have been possible?

Ckay. And then after the consolidation is

concluded you have PVS drivers in place still,

although now changed around due to the network

consolidation, but at that point you could apply

Article 32 in the ordinary course of business and make

a decision whether or not to contract out to HCR

routes. Isn’t that correct?
A Yes, we do have that.
MR, ANDERSON: That’'s all I have.
CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you. And now we
have Ms. Keller.
MS. KELLER: Thank you.
//
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CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MS. KELLER:

Q Good morning, Ms. Martin.
A Good morning.
Q I want to start by looking at your revised

estimates regarding the reduction in plant to plant
trips.

On page 3 of your supplemental testimony you
say that you estimate the number of plant to plant
trips in the current network could be xreduced by
approximately 8.44 peréent through network
rationalization. Now, this is calculated by
calculating the reduction in the number of trips
nationwide, correct?

A On page 3 of?my supplemental testimony?

Q Yes.

A Where?

Q At the bottom.
A Approximately 12.83 percent.

Q Oh, okay. I‘'m sorry. There was a revision
to that testimony? I think I'm looking at the
original. Okay. So 12.83 percent.

A Correct.

Q And you arrived at that by looking at the
current number of trips, which was a little over

Heritage Reporting Coxporation
{(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

ié

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2577

13,000, and loocking at the trips that could be
eliminated, which was about 1,728, and then performing
a calculation saying that the trips that would be

eliminated would be 12.83 percent of the total,

correct?
A Yes.
Q Okay. And it’s true that some trips may be

longer, some trips may be shorter. They vary in
length, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And the cost per mile can vary among
the trips, correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And Library Reference 77 associated
with your téstimony contains the cost per mile of all
those trips, correct?

A Just a minute. I'm trying to figure that
out. I can’'t remembeyr, but if it’s in there.

Q I did not print out the entire Library
Reference 77 because --

A Cost per mile.

Q Because it would have taken up a lot of
paper, but I did print out the individual spreadsheet
for the Capitol Metro trip, so if it would help
refresh your memory --

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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A Okay.

Q -- I'm happy to just show you.

A Sure. Thank vyou.

0] I'm sorry. I don't have extra copies of it,

but just to refresh your memory about what is in the
gpreadsheet it might be helpful. That’s just the
Capitol Metro tab.

(Pause.)

A QOkay. I know what you’re talking about now.

Q And I apologize for the gize of the print.
Tt’s how it printed out from Excel. So that Library
Reference contains the cost per mile for each trip.
Am I reading that correctly?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And from my view of it it looked like
there was a very wide variation among cost per trip.

I saw trips as low as 65 cents a mile and trips where
the cost per mile was over $1,000 a mile. Doces that
comport with your understanding?

A If that was included in there, those were
different types of rates and it should not be counted
as a cost per mile. $1,000 a mile is not what we’re
paying. It would be a cost per trip, or it could be
some other cost equation. If it got counted in this
spreadsheet then that has to be amended to take that
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ocut.

We don’t operate trips on a $1,000 per mile
basis, you know. It would be a different type of
trip. It could be a rate, but it was a rate for a
cost of a trip. The cost per mile would be something
different. It would be the cost per the trip and the
number of miles that would give you the cost per mile
for the trip.

So this spreadsheet should include any rates
that are technically associated with a cost per mile
and not a cost per trip or associlated with some other
type of cost that could be part of the contract.

Q Okay .

A If you can point me ox let me know where
those errors are and we can make a correction, we’ll
do that for you.

Q There were a number in my review that looked
like they were gquite high. To your experience and
your knowledge, is it fair to say that there is a
number of trips that $4, $5 a mile is not unusual?

A Yes, for a very short haul. Very short
local routes where it’'s more hours intensive or more
labor is required, vyes.

Q Did you do any sort of comparison of the
cost per mile of the trips that would be eliminated
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versus the cost per mile of the trips averaged
nationally?

A No, I didn‘t.

Q Okay. Library Reference 77 also has the
annual cost for each of these trips, correct?

A Correct.

Q So another way that you could calculate the
savings would be simply to add the annual cost for

each of the trips eliminated, correct?

A Yes.
Q Did you do that calculation?
A I believe I did not do any cost calculations

at all. BAll I did was determine what would be a
candidate that would be eliminated.

And again, when this spreadsheet, the
supplemental spreadsheet, was prepared this is a
bottom up. This is what we were receiving from the
field that acknowledged of the plant to plant trips
that are operating today what would be candidate for
elimination, and we summarize that giving the number
of trips just to identify from what was told or what
was given to us as the feedback to just scored from a
yes/no, is it a candidate or is it not a candidate for
elimination.

Q And those annual costs and per mile costs
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contained in Library Reference 77. Are those Fiscal
Year 2010, 2011? Do you know?

A I'm going to gay it was Fiscal Year '11.

0 Okay. Turning to the cost savings
associated with the conversion of PVS sites to HCR
sites, I understand that Witness Bradley did those
cost calculations and in his testimony he states he
used a national average cost of $2.05 a mile.

Did you do any work to look at the actual
HCR costs in the 32 cities where you've stated that
the PVS sites could be closed to see if they were
above or below that national average?

A We did lock at some cost data, ves, but I
don’t have that here and can’t remember what it was
exactly.

0 Looking at the plant to post office savings,
within Library Reference 77 you have a spreadsheet
which sets out certain routes, certain trips within
the plant to post office. It’s called Plant to Post
Office Operating Miles Reduction. If it would be
helpful, I can give you this one I did print out so I
could give you a copy of to look at.

A I have a copy of that omne.

Q Okay. Now, did you get the current annual
miles and the proposed annual miles that are contained

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-48838



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2582

in this spreadsheet? Did you get those from the AMP
studies from the various locations?

A Yes.

Q Now, this spreadsheet only includes the
plant to post office miles for those facilities tﬁét

were involved in an improved AMP study. Is that

correct?
A Yes.
Q Okay. So a facility that’s neither gaining

nor losing their miles would not be listed on this
spreadsheet. Is that correct?

A That’s correct.

Q Okay. 8o you used these numbers in this
spreadsheet to calculate the 3.18 percent reduction in
miles in plant to post office miles, correct?

A As it was stated, ves, in the AMP studies.

Q Okay. So because this spreadsheet only
contains those facilities affected by consolidation,
that 3.18 percent reduction is a reduction in plant to
post office miles for those facilities affected by
congolidation, correct?

A Yes.

0 Okay. So it’s not a national reduction in
plant to post office miles?

A It’'s those studies that are being impacted
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by the network rationalization, looking at the gaining
and the losing side and the total package and
summarizing the proposed and current miles.

Q Okay. Now, thig spreadsheet doesn’t contain
the per mile cost for these trips. Is that something
that your office has?

A They would be basically in the schedule. We
would look or try to match up the impacted schedule,
the schedules that are identified in each of the AMP
packages, the worksheets.

They have an HCR ID_associated with it,jand
that HCR ID obviously has the annual cost and the rate
per mile, so that wouldn‘t be part of this. I didn’'t
summarize it in the same way that I did the plant to
plant trips. !

Q Okay. That’s something that you could have
done though, correct? You could have gotten the
annual cost or the per mile cost for these areas and
calculated out what the actual cost of these trips
being reduced is, correct?

A Well, the annual current miles and the
current costs would give you the rate per mile
basically, and if you look at it against the proposed
you can kind of come up with the same answer.

0] Ckay.
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A But it’s just not expressed the same way.

MS. KELLER: Okay. I'd like to look at a
couple of the AMPs just as examples that you got these
numbers from because when I looked at them I was
having some confusion.

The first one I want to look at is the
Corpus Christi P&DC into the San Antonio P&DC. If T
could approach?

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Yes. By all means.

BY MS. KELLER:

Q Now, on your chart -- I'm sorry. I’'m just
trying to find Corpus Christi. Here it is. It‘s No.
155 on your chart, and you had estimated a 52.73
percent reduction in plant to post office mileg from
the Corpus Christi consolidation. !

Now, what I’'ve handed you is just a portion
of the Corpus Christi AMP, which includes the summary
narrative and the transportation HCR pages. Now, is
this essentially what you looked at when you compiled
the chart that is in Library Reference 777

A Yes. It’'s the transportation worksheet, the
current miles and the proposed miles.

Q OCkay. 8So if we look at page 42, which is
the last page in what I handed you, that 3,457,163
current miles and the proposed 1,634,034 proposed
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miles. You took that directly from page 42 of this
AMP? BAm I reading that correctly?

A Yes. In some cases people do not summarize.
They give me totals. So we either use what’s in the
spreadsheet or we’ll calculate the total based on what
the entries are.

0 Okay. And those would be the entries on
page 407

A Forty. Uh-huh.

Q Okay. Where it lists out eight HCR routes?
A Correct.
0 Okay. And from my review of the summary

narrative in this AMP, it appears that those eight HCR
routes listed there are only a subset of the HCR
routes that are servicing piént to post office for
Corpus Christi currently. Is that your understénding?

A That’s correct.

Q All right. So, for instance, on pages 4
through 9 of this AMP there’s a fairly extensive
discussion of the transportation changes associated
with the consolidation, and by my count it discusses
17 different HCR routes that are involved in plant to
post office travel. Does that sound about right to
you?

A It appears to.
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Q Okay. So I take it that there’s no change
to the other nine routes? That there will be changes
to eight routes and no changes to the other nine
routes?

A Generally what’s listed in the AMP study at
least for the most part are those routes that are
impacted. Either there’s changes in the mileage,

increase or decrease, instead of summarizing all of

- the routes that are just not impacted because the

spreadsheets could get pretty full.

Q Okay. Well, that’s a helpful clarification.
A Yes.
Q So turning back to the chart on pages 40 to

42 of that AMP, if only the eight routes that are
affected are included in that route then that means
that the 52 percent reduction is a reduction only in
the eight affected routes, correct?

A Yes, based on what I‘ve summarized.

Q Okay. So it‘s not a 52 percent reduction in
plant to post office miles for Corpus Christi. It’'s
probably more like a 25 percent reduction in plant to
post office miles for Corpus Christi.

A I don’'t know what the reduction would be.

It would be the 52 percent reduction based on what’s
listed in the AMP package. 8o 52 percent of the miles
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are impacted for the existing routes that they’ve

identified.
Q For those existing routes?
A Correct.
Q To find out what the overall percentage

reduction for Corpus Christi plant to post office
routes is you'd need to know what the current ammual
mileage is for all of those 17 HCR routes?

A Yes. For everything that they have
operating.

MS. KELLER: Okay. I think that’s all the
gquestions I have. Thank you.

THE WITNESS: You’‘re welcome.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank yvou. Is there
anybod& else in the audience who would like to ask
gquestions?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Questions from the bench?
Commissioner Langley?

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: Thank you very much
and thank you again, Ms. Martin, for appearing before
us.

THE WITNESS: You're welcome.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: As we had for Mr.
Bratta, I have a question from our technical staff
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that we would like a response from on the record.

In your supplemental testimony you discussed
that all routes were analyzed to determine the percent
reduction in plant to plant trips. Witness Bradley
applies this percent reduction to the inter SCF
accrued costs and cost elasticity values to obtain
plant to plant cost savings.

Did you consider directly estimating the
cost gavings by summing up the costs of those trips
that would be potentially eliminated?

THE WITNESS: I don’'t really remember, but I
think we did summarize to see what the impact would be
from a cost standpoint, but I didn’'t put any cost
information together.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: It’s not in the
supplemental testimony, coxrrect?

THE WITNESS: No, it is not.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: Is there a reason
that you went one way and not the other?

THE WITNESS: No, there’s no reason.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: O©Ckay. Thank you
very much.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Do you think it might be
more accurate to have simply added up the cost savings
in all of the plans rather than gone through the
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formula and estimates that Bradley then filters the
information through?

THE WITNESS: I would assume that would give
us more of an accurate picture, but with thousands and
thousands of routes and trips we’re just trying to get
through as much as we can as fast as we can.

You know, what I was trying to determine
basically, Chairman, was what was the impact overall
with how many trips potentially and trying to take an
approach of estimating how much capacity or how many
trips the Postal Service would be able to reduce in
its entire network over thosge three categories.

I didn't really go into the cost that
deeply. I just wanted to assume the reduction and
then let the costing witnesses try to put the numbers
to the result.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: So using a percent
value was more efficient in this case?

THE WITNESS: Yes. From my standpoint, yes,
it was.

VICE CHATRMAN LANGLEY: Thank you.

THE WITNESS: You're welcome.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Were you surprised that
the transportation savings turned out to be much less
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than they were in the original sample?

THE WITNESS: No, I wasn’t surprised. I
think when Commissioner Taub asked me that question
the last time and he asked me if I anticipated that
the number that I had, which was on the plant to plant
side, of almost 25 percent, if I anticipated that was
going to be something that would hold true, I stated I
did not.

What we generally have is a tendency where
people go in and they try to assume what it is that
they need from a proposed standpoint, and when we get
into the actual implementation we actually do better
than what the AMPs say when we kind of go through some
of our PIRs or postimplementation reviews.

So they have a tendency to hold onto the
capacity, not knowing, so that’s what really brought
down my percentage, the difference between my
percentage and what the field or what the areas
estimated in terms of the reductions.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. Any other
questions? Commissioner Taub?

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Good morning again.

THE WITNESS: Good morning.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: And again, as I
mentioned before, thank you for your service to the
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Postal Service and the nation. I understand you’re
getting close to retirement from the federal
government.

THE WITNESS: Yes, I am.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: So I'm glad we had an
opportunity to see you again in the live testimony.

I just wanted to pick up a couple threads
from the American Postal Workers Union discussion.
The hubs is another issue we talked about at the
hearing the last time and, as discussed earliexr today,
you had stated that indeed the issue of the hubs is
not factored into the supplemental testimony.

When we last talked about it you had
indicated when the hub design comes to fruition, if
you will, that would be factored in. Whexre is the
Postal Service in that process of finalizing the hub
design?

THE WITNESS: Truthfully, I do understand
that from the AMP submissions that we have a lot of
hubs that are being recommended. I’'m sorry to leave
that out. That was alsc a factor in the reduction I
would believe in some of the transportation.

But again, we’'re looking at it on a case by

case basis and where it makes sense and where it helps

to expedite service and make sure that we achieve our
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gservice goals. I mean, I would think some places that
are considering hubs probably will implement them.

The only thing that I know at this point is
the list of hub locations as potential. I don’t have
anything definitive to offer you to say that it will
be a site that we will have the hub. So we’re going
to work through all of those recommendations for hubs,
and we will probably err on the side of people that
know best that we need to do those.

You know, if the transportation is required
there will be a link to the hub -- it won’t be
eliminated -- so that we continue operating to a point
that’s been recommended as retaining for our hub
scenario.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Do you have a sense of
timing when the final decisions would be made on the
hubs or is there indeed a final decision point or is
this more a rolling assessment based on, as you said,
if you will, the local areas saying hey, we need a hub
here?

THE WITNESS: I think it’s the latter. I
think it’s more of a rolling assessment. We are
certainly working with people when they ask for our
assistance to make determinations of whether or not a
hub makes sense if they ask us for our opinions. A
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lot of this is more locally driven, and they know best
what connections that they need or what things would
be necessary for implementation.

So I do believe where people have
recommended hubs and they dc make sense for us from
the standpoint of keeping them in our network they
will be implemented, but I don’t have a decision and I
don’t know when that decision is going to be made.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: I appreciate that.
Related to the hub design itself, just looking at the
overall proposal from the Postal Service, we have the
P&DCs and how the transportation fits into that. From
your perspective and experience, to what extent do you
have a concern that the Postal Service’s proposal and
the analysis excluded the network distribution
centers?

THE WITNESS: Well, I think from a plant to
plant -- and this is my experience. From a plant to
plant standpoint we do have hubs today that are inside
or have been relocated to our network distribution
centers, so we are taking advantage of those hubs
where it makes sense, and these are the network hubs
that are independent. They are moving more into the
network distribution centers, the NDCs.

So in the plant to plant analysis I’ve kind

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

i5

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2594
of looked at the ability to co-locate or just move
those hubs over so that we can consolidate or get
better consolidation. Obviously if you have an
independent facility you have to have more
transportation to go to and from that hub. So if they
are housed in the NDCs and they can occupy and they
have space we’ve done that now as we’ve activated the
NDCs, and we are going to do more of that in the
future.

Ag far as these localized hubs, cbviously we
would need them for other reasons; but I just think
from my experience we’ve considered at least from a
network perspective, the long haul network
perspective, hubs are considered in the NDCs, and some
of what I’ve looked at in terms of the ability to
eliminate transportation, considered the fact that we
would be able to move some of those hubs into our
NDCs.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Okay. Thank you. One
last gquestion I had, again picking up a thread from
some of the discussion with the APWU, this issue of
the Postal Service wvehicle transportation and moving
into the highway contract route approach.

From a larger perspective, what is the
Postal Service’s focus? Is it case by case, or is
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there a larger desire to I'1l]l use the proverbial word
outsourcing to the highway contract rcute approach?

THE WITNESS: We look at each one of the
proposals, business cases, on a case by case basis.
It’s nothing that I can say that we’d say we have all
of the PVS sites and then we’re going to move to
outsource every one of them.

That’s not the case because in a lot of
cases we have to look at very specific things in the
metropolitan areas where it’s very highly congested.
Do we have leverage in terms of deliveries with our
red, white and blue, our postal facilities? So we
take on the role of lodking at each one on a case by
case basis once they are submitted for our review.

COMMISSIONER?TAUB: And is there any
differentiation in terms of that assessment in terms
of the general thrust with the long haul versus the
short in terms of more of a focus looking at the
highway contract route as an alternative? Does that
factor in in any different way, the long versus the
short, in-house or --

THE WITNESS: No. It‘s the same. I mean,
we apply the same factors whether it’s a short or long
haul scenario. You know, in a long haul sense a lot
of the regulations or the legal limits in terms of
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length of haul for our employees would not make it
operationally conducive for us.

So in a sense of looking at outsourcing it’'s
more of the local, the local transportation and trying
to come up with what makes more sense to do from a
practical sense.

COMMISSIONER TAUB: Gotcha. Thank you very

much.
THE WITNESS: You’‘re welcome.
COMMISSIONER TAUB: Thank you, Madam Chair.
CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Viece Chairman Langley?
VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: I have just a
follow-up --

THE WITNESS: Sure.

VIEE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: ~-- on your
conversation with Commissioner Taub, and it goes with
some questioning that you and I engaged in in your
last appearance.

THE WITNESS: Sure.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: It‘s very simple.
When we were talking about retaining or establishing a
hub, you indicated that much of the decision is driven
at the local level, but somebody at headquarters T
assume would finalize those plans. Do we know who
that would be? Is it a group of people? Are you
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involved in this?

THE WITNESS: We work with the local. AaAs I
gsaid, the areas propose through the AMP process their
plan, and if it’s something that we really need to
engage in we obviously work with the area
transportation network folks to understand what things
that they need from a hub standpeint.

My contribution to that is the
transportation per se. We might look at a different
way of designing the transportation network that’s
going to support the hub. The actual who runs the hub
or who operates the hub, that wouldn’t be anything
that I would really engage in, but I could be part of
a team that would look at the labor component of
5perating the hub.

You know, the transportation piece I would
sit and I could work with people to understand what
would be a benefit if they’'re going to go down an
implementation path that might not be the best
decision, but as far as taking all of the hubs that
have been recommended and implementing what we want to
do, we do have regular meetings.

And T believe this would be the next topic
of discussion in terms of Western area, you have the
most you’ve recommended. How are you going to
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approach it? How are we going to put together a team
to decide where and the timeline for when you would
need to have those implemented? So I would think that
the headquarters people would be actively engaged.

In the Capitol Metro area, in this D.C.
Metro area, they don’t need as many hubs. Maybe six.
Or they’ve recommended six. In Western area where
it’s very geographically spread out they might need 50
or 60 of them, so then we would work more closely with
people that would have that type of workload to
understand how to help them.

VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: Does somebody’s
signature go on a piece of paper that says yes,
Western Region, you can have 10 hubs?

THE WITNESS: I believe the areas make the
call. T mean, we don't really get in the business or
in the way of anyone that needs to make a local
decision that’s best for them.

So I would think it would be the area
leadership that would put the signature that said this
is what we are recommending and needing and then we
would endorse or we would have the discussions about
how we might change that to make it or improve it, but
I think that decision would come from a local
representative.
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VICE CHAIRMAN LANGLEY: So the establishment
or retention of a hub would be at the area
transportaticn management level?

THE WITNESS: I would think it would be,
ves, the area leadership level, maybe the area vice
president or the area manager of operations support,
somecone like that.

VICE CHATIRMAN LANGLEY: Okay. And one
further question. I also want to congratulate you on
your years of service. As you transition out, who is
going to be taking your place?

THE WITNESS: We’'re working on that now.
Someone is working with me, and we’re working on
transitioning now. I’m sure she’ll be able to take
over and move full speed ahead.

VICE CHATIRMAN LANGLEY: You’'ve had a very
inteqgral role in this process and so I thank you for
appearing before us and your answers.

THE WITNESS: Oh, you're absolutely welcome.
This was a great experience.

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Thank you. I have one
further question not necessarily for you, Witness
Martin, but for the Postal Service.

At the previous hearing Mr. Williams
indicated that he would prepare a report for us on
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hubs. You said that once you got that you could give
ug the analysis of it. Can we get some information
about when we would get that report on hubs from Mr.
Williams?

MR. TIDWELL: Madam Chairman, I will
endeavor to go back to the record and review any
commitment that Mr. Williams may have made and respond
accordingly. | |

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. I’d like something
in writing, and if you need to work with someone on
our staff to clarify that that would be useful, but it
wasg our general understanding that we were going to
get a report on hubs from Mr. Williams. Okay. By
Friday? What’'s today, Wednesday? By Monday? How
about Monday?

MR, TIDWELL: I will have to check up on Mr.
Williams’ whereabouts. He’s a busy man.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. We’ll say a week.

MR. TIDWELL: Give me a week. We can work
with that.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Okay. Thank you. Any
other gquestions for Ms. Martin?

(No response.)

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Any follow-up on
questions from the bench?
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MR. ANDERSON: Madam Chairman, if I may?

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Mr. Anderson?

MR. ANDERSON: Darryl Anderson for the APWU.
On the issue of hubs, I appreciate the Commissioners’
further inquiries about that and it did raise another
question or two if I may.

CHATRMAN GOLDWAY: Yes.

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Chairman.

CROSS-EXAMINATION RESUMED

BY MR. ANDERSCN:

0 Ms. Martin, as I recall your testimony from
the last time we were here, you had not considered
hubs as part of your analysis at that time, and you
were unaware of any plans for hubs. Is that a fair

summary of our dialogue the last time?

A Yes.

Q Now, there’s been a significant change
there.

A Can I make a correction?

Yes. Certainly.

A There were hubs that were introduced. The
hub proposals were introduced in the AMP studies. So
I am familiar with the fact that people were proposing
to implement hubs, but I did not do work around those
hubs.
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Q I think I heard in an answer you gave
Commissioner Taub a reference to a list of proposed
hubs. Is that something that’s been developed since
your last testimony?

A We know from asking and summarizing what was
in the AMP proposals more or less what individuals
summarized. You know, we summarized what individuals
said about where hubs would be potentially located.

0 My question was is that a list that was
developed since your last testimony, your last oral
testimony?

A Yes. There was a list developed.

Q And you chose not to submit that as part: of
your written testimony in this mattexr, your
supplemental testimony. Is that correct?

A I don’t have those. No.

0 Pardon me?

A No. It’s not in my supplemental.

Q That was a choice you made not to submit it.
Is that correct?

A I didn’t have that information, sir, so I
don’t ~- this is a recent development, so when we
gsubmitted our supplemental testimony I did mnot
understand or have a list of where all the hubs were
going to be.
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0 But you have a list now. Is that correct?

A We do have a list of whexe people had
indicated hubs would be, ves.

CHATIRMAN GOLDWAY: Any other questiong?

MR. ANDERSON: No other questions.

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: 2Any follow-up questions?

MS. KELLER: Madam Chair?

CHAIRMAN GOLDWAY: Ms. Keller?

MS. KELLER: I have one follow-up. Thank
you.

CROSS-EXAMINATION RESUMED

BY MS. KELLER:

Q Again on the hub question and- following up
on Commissioner Langley’s questions, as I understand
the process the local areas to the AMPsfpropose a
transportation solution, which may include a hub.
That’'s then reviewed by local area management and
moved up to headquarters and signed off by
headquarters.

It was my understanding that once that
proposal contained in the AMP had been signed off by
headquarters that that was an approved proposal and
that that was the Postal Service’s plan moving
forward. Based on your testimony today, I am
questioning that understanding.
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Can you explain for me? The AMPs that have
proposed hubs and those AMPs have been approved, is
that hub concept approved and settled or is that still
in flux?

A It’s approved in concept, but from an
implementation standpoint we look at the AMPs and we
evaluate whether or not the recommendation for the hub
is feasible more or less, and included in there the
transportation is considered, whether or not they’'re
going to continue to have transportation to and from a
hub if they’ve mentioned it in their proposal.

At the decision point of is that hub really
going to be implemented we ge through the process of
evaluating -- not evaluating, but it’s more oxr less a
process of you stated something several months ago.
We’re going to get into the implementation. Does it
still make sense to do? And if the answer is yes,
then they’ll do it.

If the answer is well, we kind of took a
look at it and w